This paper introduces and describes two conceptual models for generating cross-cultural engagement. It then applies the models to the Transformations: Culture and the Environment in Human Development Conference held at The Australian National University in February 2005. The first model, the 'Framework for Cross-cultural Engagement', conceptualises Australia as a multicultural environment encompassing a multiplicity of cultures, each with its own language and cultural practices. Cross-cultural engagement is seen as the processes of understanding and communicating with these practices: its verbal and non-verbal behaviours, value orientations, approaches to conflict, its naming, greeting, work, sporting, wellness/sickness, religious and spiritual practices as well as its ways of knowing and communicating. The second model, the 'Model for CrossCultural Practices' presents three practical, dynamic strategies that can assist us to achieve this communication: reflective practice, socio-cultural practice and critical practice. The two models are useful in that they conceptualise the processes involved in cross-cultural engagement. The first identifies and makes explicit the specific practices we need to become familiar with if we are to communicate effectively with the culture. The second model provides three practical and dynamic strategies that can assist us to achieve this engagement. Together, the two models provide a means of more effectively understanding and communicating with different cultural groups.
Introduction
Multiculturalism in Australia is being challenged. Cross-cultural anxieties and frictions are evident: in the media, on nightly news bulletins and painfully exposed on programs like Insight on SBS television. Tensions are palpable in schools and work places; on beaches and in churches and mosques. The word itself and the concept are actively disparaged. The Weekend Australian (Hart 2006, p. 3) reports:
…the Howard Government is looking to scrap the word "multiculturalism" as part of a major revamp of ethnic policy…in a move seen as a shift away from fostering diversity and towards increasing integration and responsibility among migrants, the government is canvassing alternative words to describe how ethnic communities harmoniously integrate into Australian society.
This denunciation is a deep source of concern for those of us committed to cross-cultural awareness and engagement in an increasingly complex but also seemingly simplistic world where judgements are made along unsophisticated, crudely understood cultural boundaries. This paper introduces two models to better understand and communicate with the diversity of cultural groups and sub-groups present in contemporary Australia. The broadening meanings of cultural diversity are first explored along with deficit responses to dealing with such diversity. An alternative approach, the deficit-diversity paradigm shift, which draws on critical perspectives, is also presented. Two conceptual models which stem from this approach are then developed and explained: the 'Framework for Cross-cultural Engagement' and the 'Model for Cross-Cultural Practices'. The paper next applies the models, first to cross-cultural contexts and then, more specifically, to the Transformations:
Culture and the Environment in Human Development Conference held at the Australian National University (ANU) in February, 2005 .
Revisiting cultural diversity
Definitions of culture are varied, having a wide range of everyday and technical uses and meanings. From a critical perspective, Lankshear et al. (1997) argue that narrow notions of culture tend to categorise people and societies into those who have culture versus those who don't; that you can touch, smell, hear as well as see culture. These narrow definitions associate culture with material objectsdress, dance, diet and drama, visible displays -ceremonies and festivals, and the concrete and tangible -language and dialect. Andrew Robb, parliamentary secretary and de facto minister for multiculturalism in the Howard Government, assumes these narrow understandings of culture: that 'ethnic' groups have 'culture' and a responsibility to 'integrate harmoniously' into mainstream Australian culture (cited in Hart 2006, p.3) . Responsibility and integration are viewed as one-way, rather than as two-way processes and a matter only for 'ethnic' cultures. These views reflect moves to replace the concept of 'multiculturalism' with 'integration policy' (Hart 2006) Lankshear et al. 1997) .
Culture is also seen as being embodied in more specific groups as well as in societies and each of these cultural and sub-cultural groups has its own culture, its own way of life, its own way of knowing and of seeing, its own world-view, its life force (Ferraro 2002 ). Ferraro (2002 further contends that:
…we operate within a web of cultures and sub-cultures, including school cultures, church cultures, ethnic cultures and corporate cultures. These cultures strongly influence the way we think and behave, and they often are radically different from other cultures. By understanding and appreciating the cultural differences and similarities throughout the world, we will prepare ourselves from operating in a world that that is rapidly losing its boarders.
The questions of how best to respond to such cultural diversity, both locally and nationally, and to the challenges posed by 'difference', are critically important.
The deficit-diversity paradigm shift
Some responses to increasing diversity conceptualise cultural differences negatively, in terms of inadequacies or deficits. Underlying these responses is the assumption that there is one mainstream culture and that languages and literacies other than the mainstream represent a deficit or a deficiency on the part of those who do not possess them. The New London Group (1996, p.72) argue that such deficit approaches involve 'writing over the existing subjectivities with the language of the dominant culture'. Such approaches deny the existence as well as the potency of the concepts of the multiple cultures and cultural diversity.
An alternative approach, conceptualised as a deficit-diversity paradigm shift, prioritises and embraces cultural diversity (Lawrence 2004). The shift characterises contexts like Australia as a dynamic culture encompassing a diversity of cultures, each with its own language and cultural practices (or literacies). Cross-cultural engagement is seen as the capacity to become more familiar with, understand and communicate with these languages and practices.
The first step in effective cross-cultural engagement is the identification of the cultural practices and understandings present in the culture. These cultural beliefs and practices include practices and languages which are explicit but also those which may be taken-for-granted, implict, unconscious and hidden. Ferraro (2002) suggests that value orientations include:
• Individualism-collectivism: the extent to which people pursue their own individual activities and agendas rather than contributing to the success and well being of the larger group; • Doing-being: the extent to which people are task centred rather than valuing contemplation, thinking and the development of strong personal traits and the maintenance of social relationships; • Equality-hierarchy: the extent to which it is felt that people with different levels of power, prestige and status interact with one another; • Youth-age: the extent to which a culture emphasizes youthfulness or the experience that comes with age • Tough-tender: the extent to which a particular society defines success, in terms of high status, material accumulations and well rewarded jobs or in terms of less tangible rewards, quality time with family and friends, good relationships and spiritual and/or personal growth; • Precise-loose time: the extent to which a society regards the use of time and punctuality; • Direct-indirect: the extent to whether a culture values an explicit or implicit communication style; • Competition-cooperation: whether a competitive or co-operative relationship is generally more valued by a society; and • Structure-flexibility control-constraint: the extent to which a society feels they should be in control of themselves and their environment, whether they are inner-directed or other-directed.
• Worldviews: Hall (2005) maintains that world views are abstract notions about the way the world is. 'Often worldviews operate at an unconscious level, so that we are not even aware that other ways of seeing the world are either possible or legitimate' (p.31). Worldviews conceptualise differences in:
• Ascription/achievement: whether societal positions are ascribed at birth or determined by one's efforts; • Good/evil: humans are inherently trustworthy or untrustworthy;
• Mastery/adaptive: whether we belief that we can control the world around us or co-habit with the world; and
• Social lubricant/information: whether the accuracy of information is of less importance than the immediate social consequences;
The deficit-diversity shift thus provides a means of identifying and making explicit the practices and langages present in a culture. It also reveals the complexities and nuances of cultural engagement. These processes can also be represented diagrammatically.
The Framework for Cross-cultural Engagement
The Framework for Cross-cultural Engagement (see Figure 1 ) diagrammatically illustrates the processes involved in cross-cultural engagement. There is diversity in greetings (bowing, handshakes, business cards, a kiss on each cheek, high fives); in body language like gestures, head touching, exposing the souls of the feet, legs and ankles, and pointing toes (which can be offensive in some cultures but unnoticed in others); in cultural practices like those involved in birthing, naming, eating, dressing, hygiene, dying and grieving; and in expressing emotion (for example with or without inhibition). There are differences in the most basic and personal of our acts and practices: whether to blow our noses or sniff whilst in public; eat with chop sticks, knives and forks, or spoons; use hands, water or paper when toileting; express pain openly or stoically, or employ direct or indirect eye contact in conversation.
A second complexitity is that each time we communicate with a different culture we do so from the viewpoint/worldview of our own culture. For example, as we enter a new culture, we embody and bring with us our own cultural knowledge/worldview/discourses and these may -or may not -be in tune with those in the new culture. The processes of gaining familiarity include, then, the awareness that we interprete a new or unfamiliar culture's practices and behaviours from the basis of our own cultural understandings.
Each time we communicate with another culture, we may stereotype or negatively evaluate their culture and ways of behaving, just as other cultures may judge, stereotype or evaluate our culture/ways of behaving through their own cultural filters. Speaking in a quiet voice is a sign of respect in some cultures but a sign of timidity in others; using a direct approach to express disagreement is considered 'normal and natural' in some cultures but a sign of disrespect (and loss of 'face') in others; saying 'thank you' to family members is a sign of courtesy in some cultures but rude in others; a closer personal space is a sign of aggression in some cultures but considered to be 'natural' in others; direct eye contact is a sign of lying in some cultures but a sign of interest and respect in others; and saving face is highly valued in some cultures but not prioritised in others. Gestures too have different meanings in different cultural contexts (the ring signal is interpreted as OK in some cultures but is offensive in others).
Cross-cultural choices
Cross-cultural engagement involves making choices. One choice equates diversity with deficit: assume ours is the mainstream culture and write over any differences with our language and culture; think that there is just one single 'right' way -my/our way -and that this way is normal/natural; assume that if others can't demonstrate these ways then they are deficit or lacking; and consider different ways to be inferior, 'the other'.
Another choice -the more culturally aware choice -lies in accepting difference: recognising that our culture is just one of many -not better or worse but different. This choice understands that each cultural group communicates using specific verbal and nonverbal behaviours and that these might differ from our own. This choice also recognises that it is important to develop an awareness of different cultures, their understandings and practices and to acknowledge their value and contributions.
That the framework helps us identify the (often less explicit) languages and practices in a culture -whether in cross-cultural contexts or in unfamiliar subcultural contexts -is an important first step in helping us raise our awareness of cultural diversity. However the framework doesn't incorporate, in itself, active, practical strategies that we can use to engage and communicate with an unfamiliar culture. A second model, the Model of Cross-cultural Practices, is useful here. The model illustrates and prioritises three practical, concrete strategies that help us to understand and communicate effectively in crosscultural contexts.
The model of cross-cultural practices
The Model for Cross-cultural Practices (see Figure 2) incorporates three interrelating, dynamic practices: reflective practice, socio-cultural practice and critical practice. 
Socio-cultural practice
Socio-cultural practice emerges from cross-cultural communication theory (Badley 2000; Bandura 1986; Ferraro 2002) An essential feature of the competencies is that they are socio-cultural: that they are socially and culturally appropriate or fine-tuned to the particular culture, subculture or discourse being engaged. As specified in the framework, the verbal and nonverbal behaviours and value orientations underlying the use of the 
Critical practice
Critical practice encompasses twin capacities: people's capabilities for a selfawareness of their own belief systems and cultural practices (critical selfawareness) and their capabilities for language/power critique, including 'their capacities for reflexive analysis of the educational process itself' (critical discourse awareness) (Fairclough 1995).
Kelly (2003) argues that critical self-awareness requires a 'continued attention to the place from which we speak' whereas Gee (1999) describes it as the need to make visible to ourselves, who we are and what we are doing. It incorporates people's capacities for unpacking their own cultural perspectives and belief systems as well as a readiness to challenge these and to transform them if the need arises. Alfred (2002, p.90 ) maintains:
…we must acknowledge our own socio-cultural histories, identities, biases, assumptions, and recognize how they influence our worldview and our interaction with members of a diverse community. Such awareness results from intense personal reflection and critical analysis of our work as practitioner or scholar. The key is to balance personal transformation with the vision of critical democratic education as a continuous process of social change and transformation.
Critical discourse awareness differs from critical self-awareness in that it concentrates on the power configurations operating in the context or setting and underscores the role of social/cultural critique of the discourses/practices operating at the site.
Conference presentations provide evidence of the importance of applying critical practice (of both self and discourse) in multicultural engagement and communication. Lillian Holt, in her address as Conference Patron, refers to these practices as 'to look within' and 'to look without' and invokes Nelson Mandela's challenge 'to change ourselves'. Lillian Holt also maintains that 'to label was to limit'. The Conference Convenor, Professor Galla, evoked a 'conceptual shift' to overturn negative views of diversity, calling for a new paradigm of human development to make diversity a part of everyone's life, common to humanity. 
Dynamic practices
The model symbolises the dynamic inter-relationships that exist between the three practices; that the successful use of one of the practices often depends on the use of another and that, if implemented together, they are more effective in facilitating cross-cultural engagement. For example, observation and reflection are pre-requisites for fine-tuning the socio-cultural competencies to the particular culture being engaged. Likewise, the socio-cultural properties of the competencies rely on an individual's capacity to reflect and provide (appropriate) feedback about the culture's practices. The socio-cultural properties of the competencies also depend on an individual's capacity to appraise not only their own cultural assumptions and expectations but also the external, and often hidden, assumptions and power configurations present in the culture. The capacities of people to challenge and, where it is possible, to transform unhelpful policies/practices also rely on an individual's use of the socio-cultural practices of offering feedback, expressing disagreement and refusing requests.
Conclusion
The cross-cultural tensions evident in contemporary Australia are a deep source of concern for those committed to cross-cultural awareness and engagement in an increasingly complex world. This paper has attempted to re-think the rush of judgements being made along unsophisticated and crude cultural boundaries.
The paper applied critical perspectives to challenge assumptions of deficit, or negative views of diversity, and to propose a paradigm shift, the deficit-diversity reflective practice, socio-cultural practice and critical practice.
Together, the shift, the framework and the model offer a means of better understanding, engaging and respecting cultural diversity. This is crucial in contemporary Australia where cross-cultural tensions are proliferating, politically, socio-culturally, spiritually and economically, and where we each (and we all) have responsibilities. These responsibilities include not only the capacity to practise cultural awareness but also the capacities to express disagreement and give negative feedback, for example in relation to mainsteam approaches to diversity which discount or override cultural differences and which seek to turn back concepts of cultural diversity and multiculturalism.
